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ABSTRACT 

This paper examines some issues associated with 
pmerging educational programs and training concepts and suggests some 
basic organizing principles for developing competency-abased programs 
for the education of school leaders. The issues discussed include the 
following: (a) reliability of instructional systems in producing 
desired outcomes^ (b) identification of relevant competencies^ (c) 
level of specificity^ (d) prespecif ication of outcomes, (e) the 
theory-practice continuum, and (f ) the problem of transfer. From a 
program perspective, there are three phases leading to competency 
mastery for the educational leader. Phase one focuses on learnings at 
the knowledge and comprehension level. Phase two places greater 
stress on application-level learning, which could be realized through 
simulation activities, lab sessions, and school-centered projects. 
Phase three is the administrative internship. Elex'en basic guidelines 
for developing a competency model conclude this paper. Program goals 
and a program structure are illustrated; a 15-item bibliography is 
included. (PD) 
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by Alexander M. Feldvebel, John Carroll University 

Professional programs In school administration are unaergoing a critical 
[reexamination. A recent survey Indicates state level Initiative hafi led to the 
Implementation of program criteria forecasting major changes In educational ad- 
[ministration training programs in some states.' The professors In some of the 
training institutions and the practitioners are cooperating In an attempt to 
[generate a new and, hopefully, more useful rationale as a framework for leader- 
ship education. 2 Some of the impetus for this Introspection comes, from an 
awareness that the traditional, hierarchial mode of leadership In education Is 
undergoing a severe test of validity. Leadership Is becoming more and more a 
function of the most able Individual within The given situation "''han It Is of 
status or station. 

Peabody examined and compared perceptions of authority bases In various 
public service organizations.^ He found that teachers value authority of com- 
petence over authority of posif Ion, person or legitimacy. Wha:* Is suggested 
here Is that Increasingly, leadership attaches to him who exercises competence 
within the stated situation. 



It is apparenr, however, that a second factor has also contributed signifi- 
cantly to the current reexamination of leadership education. This Is the growing 
suspicion that programs for the education of school leaders have produced negli- 
gible results when the training experience has been analyzed as a predictor of 
job-performance. 
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Fiedler summarizes a number of experimental studies focusing upon leader- 
ship training In military and other organizations. ^ He found Insignificant 
differences In on-the-job performance between groups trained In leadership and 
matched groups receiving no formal training In leadership. 

A report of the Committee of Pre f essors of SEcondary School Administration 
and Supervision^ attached to the NASSP, suggests that leadership training In 
education Is also deficient and concludes that major changes are necessary In 
the preparation programs for school administrators. 5 

The University Council for Educational Administration Commission on Certi- 
fication reported In 1971 that: 

we do not have adequate evidence to justify 
particularly with reference to performance 
criteria, typical existing state certifica- 
tion requirements, university division stan- 
dards, or preparatory programs In educational 
administration.^ 

The apparent failure of traditional programs to demonstrate "results," 
coupled with lnci*easlng taxpayer reluctance to support educational programs 
without evidence of success. Has produced a movement from theory based to per- 
formance and competency based programs. By the summer of 1973 e I even states* 
have mandated that programs for the preparation of school administrators be 
based upon competency or performance criteria.^ 

It is my purpose here to examine some of the issues and problems associated 
with these emerging programs and training concepts, and to suggest some organizing 
principles as a basis for developing more venturesome programs for the education 
of school leaders. 

RELIABILITY OF INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS IN PRODUCING DESIRED OUTCOMES 

On the basis of our review of the product vs. process controversy In per- 
formance based education It would seem unwarranted to separate the terminal 
behavioral outcomes which are sought from any specification of learning pre- 
requisites. We believe that the problem Is not best described as the absence 
of any proven relationship between Instructional means and learning outcomes, 
but rather what could better be described as a complex and somewhat obscure 
relationship at this point In our understanding of the teaching - learning trans- 
action. This Is due^ In part, to the fact that the products of learning are 
severe! In number, our learning theory base Is fragmented and Incomplete and 
that Individual learners learn best In ways that are unique to them. 

For these reasons, we have endorsed an eclectic view concerning the struc- 
tural and theoretical foundations of the career education curriculum. Based 
upon the present status of theory as a foundation for curriculum decisions, 
Schwab conci udes: 

What remains as a viable alternative Is the unsystematic, 
uneasy, pragmatic, and uncertain unions and connections 
which can be effected In an eclectic. And, I must add. 
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anticipating our discussion of the practical, that 
changing connections and differing orderlnos at 
different times of these separate theories, will 
characterize a sound eclectic. ^ 

With all of their Imperfectfons, our existing theoretical bases must be 
maximized In order to develop some measure of reliability In our instructional 
systems. However, Schwab holds that even an eclectic view Is not sufficient: 

The stuff of theory Is abstract or Idealized 
representations of real things. Bur curriculum In 
action treats real things: real acts, real teachers, 
real children, things richer and different from 
their theoretic representations. If, then, theory 
Is to be used well In the determination of currlcular 
practice. It requires a supplement. It requires arts 
which bring a theory to Its application: first, arts 
which Identify the disparities between real things 
and theoretic representations; second, arts which 
modify the theory In the course of Its application. 
In the I Ight of the discrepancies; and, third, arts 
which devise ways of taking account of the many 
aspects of the real thing which the theory does not 
take Into account...^ 

Thus, the reliability of Instructional systems In producing desired outcomes 
can best be described as tentative at this time. We can Improve this state of 
reliability by adopting an eclectic view In conceptualizing the program and we 
can Improve reliability by adopting and Improving the role concept of an art 
which bridges the gap between theory and practice. 

IDENTIFICATION OF RELEVANT COMPETENCIES 

The practicality of the job analysis approach as a basis for designing 
learning programs, and their constituent components, depends upon some kind of 
consensus concerning the appropriate competencies to be stressed In the career 
education program. A problem that Is often raised Is: should the performance 
units In a career education program be limited to only those which have univer- 
sal application or should they encompass situational ly specific competencies? 

An examination of competency statements in emerging programs In educational 
administration may lead one to conclude that statements of terminal competencies 
tend to be somewhat molar and, therefore, a competency, thus described, could be 
applied to a variety of situational settings. This characteristic allows the 
program to be highly individualized. 

Although job analysis has been suggested as the basis for determining the 
appropriate competencies of the program. It Is not clear which procedures should 
be employed. Is the "man on the job" view the most appropriate framework? What 
emphasis should be placed on the outside observer's perspective? Finally, what 
role should the theoretical literature play In determining appropriate competen- 
cies? A secondary question here Is, shall we accept the current definitions of 
the task by the Incumbent as our model or should we generate a model based upon 
an Ideal conceptualization of the role which stresses not the "is" but rather the 
"ought"? 
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Our bias In this program design suggests that equal emphasis be placed upon 
what "ought" to be the role of the school administrator rather than a mere con- 
sensual determination of what Is. The theoretical literature will play a big 
rote here. This is not to suggest, however, that the "is-ought" approach Implies 
a mutually exclusive relationship. Rather it would seem advantageous to develop 
some synthesis of various perceptions of the educational leader's role, the 
necessary tasks and the competencies. 

LEVEL OF SPECIFICITY 

Anoiiiur issue is, how discrete should be our description of the competencies, 
or their components, in order to make them identifiable and measurable, on the 
one hand basic tenet of these programs), but not to detract from the assumed 
wholeness or organismic nature of administrative behavior, on the other hand? 
Some critics of QBE have advanced the argument that complex behavior cannot be 
analyzed inlo constituent parts. Thus, to assume that the sum of a set of simple 
competencies will result in a nrare complex competency is described as an invalid 
premi se. 

This specious argument, rooted in organismic assumptions about learning, Is 
misleading. Bloom's analysis of cognitive operations suggests that although 
there are qualttdtlve breaks in the hierarchy of cognitive functions, there Is 
also an Interrelatedness. ' ' Higher order cognitive operations presume mastery 
of lower order prerequisites. 

Thus, to examine complex behaviors In terms of simpler, prerequisite skills 
may not be sufficient to explain the process whereby complex, cognitive behaviors 
are learned, but It does at least appear to be a necessary component. 

The final task of reducing molar statements of competencies into Instruc- 
tional ly useful objectives calls for a high order of Ingenuity. This final 
reduction of competency statements presents some sticky problems. The curriculum 
means which will lead to competency development, may be extremely difficult to 
prescribe for some competencies. The level of precision that we can specify, 
in observable and measurable behavior, presents another kind of problem for other 
competencies and objectives. To specify the clearly observable behavior and the 
acceptable performance level for a learner whose task Is to "formulate an Inte- 
grating solution to a conflict," Implies a level of forecasting precision which 
Is not compatible with the nature of the behavior under consideration. We can, 
however, specify acceptable behavior by applying criteria, or guidelines, which 
define the behavior sought, as a class or category. 

Various models have been suggested as a framework for the task of analyzing 
molar statements of competencies Into their constituent elements at the instruc- 
tional objective level. The NAS5P-PSSAS model classifies process skills Info 
such categories as diagnosis, prescription, evaluation, etc.'^ The McCleary- 
Mclntyre model combines elements of Bloom's taxonomy and Katz's tr i--d Imensional 
classification of administrative skills In such a way as to classify instructional 
objectives by skill category - technical, conceptual and human relations - and, 
simultaneously by cognitive level operation - familiarity, understanding and 
appi Icatlon. 

What is apparent here, is that a competency based approach to leadership 
education should be programmatic in nature. The program model should provide 
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for the sequencing and integration of discrete learning experiences toward the 
molar competency. All of the limitations evident from our experience with the 
behavioral objectives movement will be confronted and solutions and accommoda- 
tions must be effected. 

PRE-SFECIFICATION OF OUTCOMES 

It Is argued by some that, although It may be possible to specify In advance 
learning outcomes at the level of rote mastery of explicitly formulated knowledge, 
complex behaviors at the affective and higher cognitive levels cannot be judged 
by pre-specif led criteria. Eisner argues that: 

...the outcomes of instruction are far too numerous and complex 
,for educational objectives to encompass. The amount, type and 
quality of learning that occurs In a classroom, especially when 
there Is Interaction among students, are only In small part pre- 
dictable. . .the dynamic and complex process of Instruction yields 
outcomes far too numerous to be specified In behavioral and con- 
tent terms In advance J"* 

If we cannot predict or anticipate a substantial part of the learning out- 
comes, then on what basis shall we make Instructional decisions? Genera lists do 
make decisions concerning the content of Instruction as well as the learning 
activities that will be employed in the classroom, and they are made with the 
anticipation (out of their professional experience) that certain learning out- 
comes will fol low. 

It would seem that the point of departure Is not on the pro-speclf Icatlon 
of outcomes per se, but rather on the level of pre-specl f Iclty that may judi- 
ciously be employed. The means questions In career education need not be 
viewed as "one shot, hit or miss" propositions. In our projected role of the 
career educator, steeped In the eclectic and skilled In the art of bridging, 
we must anticipate that certain planned learning activities wilt fall short of 
the mark or result In unanticipated outcomes. However, a fundamental purpose 
of instructional evaluation. In our view of curriculum. Is to provide the In- 
structor with feedback that generates cues concerning adjustments in the learn- 
ing environment that will enhance eveniuat attainment of the objective. Thus, 
the eclectic, practical artist becomes enmeshed In making the "unsystematic, 
pragmatic and uncertain unions and connections" that are necessary to achieve 
the goals of the curriculum. 

THE THEORY - PRACTICE CONTINUUM 

A fundamental element In competency based programs is the emphasis upon 
application level learning. At this level, the learner will not only make use 
of knowledge, but, given a problem new to the learner, he will be able to 
select the most appropriate abstractions, without prompting, from an arsenal 
of possibilities and correctly apply the abstraction to the solution of the 
problem. Through simulation and field related experiences, the learner Is 
expected to apply abstractions stressed In the classroom to new problems in 
real or simulated schools. 

A competency, as defined here, represents the capacity to perform and pre- 
sumes the application of appropriate knowledge and skills to a specific problem. 
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Thus, the fundamental knowledoe base (facts, terminology, theories, etc.) and 
skllh> of Interpretation, extrapolation and translation are seen as prerequisites 
to the attainment of application competency. 

Competency-based programs have been characterized as essentially apprentice- 
ship training because of the alleged secondary rote assigned to theory and because 
of the prespecif Icat ion of behavioral outcomes. Thus It Is likened to narrow, 
rule -following behavior. '5 since application level competency as defined here 
meariis the capacity to apply appropriate knowledge and skills to new and untried 
tasks, we believe that this calls for more than narrow, rule following behavior. 

We are led to speculate that the disaffection with traditional programs 
for administrators Is not due to an alleged over orientation to theory but Is 
due rather to the failure to stress learnings beyond the knowledge and compre- 
hension level. Thus, there should be no dichotomy between theory and performance, 
but rather an extension of the continuum from theory to performance. We have 
already suggested that there is a real gap here and that the bridging of this 
gap constitutes the task of the practical art. 

THE PROBLEM OF "TRANSFER'^ 

Closely allied to the Issue raised In the theory-practice discussion are 
the competing assumptions concerning the manner In which transfer of learning 
takes place. The emphasis upon theory as a base for training In school admin- 
istration appears to be rooted In Field Theory assumptions about transfer of 
learning. To succeed In an unpracticed task that belongs to the same class as 
the practiced one, but differs in some respects. It Is necessary to grasp the 
essential principles or generalizations, which describe the whole class of phe- 
nomenon. Thus, It may be concluded from this that the mastery of theory equips 
a practitioner to cope with any set of problems that fall within the purview of 
the theory. 

Learning theorists of the Assoclatlonlst persuasion, on the other hand, hold 
that the likelihood of transfer taking place depends upon the presence of Iden- 
tical elements In old and In the new learning situations. Thus practice Is 
stressed so as to build up as wide a repertoire of S - R bonds as will facilitate 
competency to deal with new problems. Thus In administration programs, there 
would be stress upon the reconstruction of reality In the schools through gaming 
and simulation devices, where it Is assumed that a particular learning Is more 
likely to be acquired if. In the practice situation, we reconstruct as many ele- 
ments as are likely to occur In the unpracticed, real situation. The Importance 
of the Internship, or practicum experience. Is highlighted here. 

We do not see these two views as Incompatible or mutually exclusive. Our 
eclectic framework permits us to Incorporate the principles of both systems Into 
a competency oriented program for school leaders, by stressing the Importance of 
administrative theory as a foundational base to cope with the confusing welter 
of tasks and problems in administration and by producing a broad range of oppor- 
tunities to practice application of knowledge to both real and simulated problems. 
Thus the program at one point would stress lab work, practicum and Internship 
experiences to Illuminate, exemplify and utilize theory. In our earlier dis- 
cussion of the "practical art" we had Indicated a need to bridge the realm of 
theory and the world of the real. 
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From the program perspective, we anticipate three distinct, yet overlapping 
phases leading to competency mastery for the educational leader. Phase I Is 
centered largely In the classroom and focuses upon learnings at the knowledge 
and comprehension level. The essential knowledge base, presumed to underiy 
mastery of application competencies, Is stressed here. 

The second phase would still be centered In the university classroom but 
would anticipate that some of the learning activities would culminate In school 
centered learnings. Lab work, simulation, andcllnlcal experiences would emerge 
as common activities. The Individualization of competency development would be 
heightened here through the use of a wide array of learning modules used to 
support competency development. As distinguished from Phase I, there would be 
a much greater stress on application level learning which could be realized 
through simulation activities, lab sessions and school centered projects. 

The final phases of the program would be centered In the school through 
the administrative Internship. The further development of competencies pri- 
marily at the application level would be stressed here. 

(See Page 10 for Program Goals (Figure I) 

SUMMARY 

To sum up conclusions and Inferences that may be drawn from our previous 
discussion, we will here list guidelines and principles that may serve as a 
basis for developing a competency model. 

1. Determination of competencies should stress a leadership role rather 
than a management function and should predominate In the Instructional 
and educational aspects of administration. 

2. Leadership skills should be classified Into three broad areas: tech- 
nical, conceptual and human relations. 

3. Learning activities, leading to competency mastery should be sequenced 
and Integrated according to three broad mastery levels: knowledge, 
comprehension, and application. 

4. Program structure should further emphasize sequential development by 
the Identification of three distinct and viable program phases: 

a. Foundations-core, (knowledge centered). 

b. Lab-clinic centered, (comprehension and application development ) • 

c. Field centered experiences (at the application level). 

5. Program structure should be flexible so that In addition to the tradi- 
tional university course, significant portions of the learning will be 
undertaken in laboratory and clinical settings stressing Independent 
study centering on learning modules. 
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6. The final list of competency statements should be derived by a 
synthesis of perceptions gained from administrators In the schools, 
non-professional observers and from the theoretical literature. 

7. Competency statements should not only deal with perceptions of the 
role as It Is now carried Oot, but also as It might be carried out 
In a more Ideal conceptualization of the role. 

8. Competency lists derived from surveys and from the literature should 
be screened so as to eliminate the mundane, the situation specific, 
those Inappropriate for university concentration, etc. 

9. With respect to the theoretical base which guides the structuring of 
learning activities and the choice of media, we should be eclectic 
In our posture, recognizing that the theoretical base for a highly 
reliable Instructional system Is very tenuous and this reliability 
can best be strengthened through the refinement of the practical 
art of bridging theory and practice. 

10. The rel labl I ity of Instructional systems can be Improved by struc- 
turing systematic evaluation, or feedback loops Into the curriculum 
as a basis for adjustments In the Instructional system. 

11. The career education program for administrators should reflect a 
strong dependency upon the theoretical foundations of administra- 
tive behavior. Courses, modules, lab work, simulation and field 
experiences should have a major orientation toward the understanding 
and utilization of theory. 
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PROGRAM GOALS (FIGURE I ) 
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PROGRAM STRUCTURE (FIGURE 2) 
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